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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Office Action dated January 26, 2004, has been carefully considered. The issues set 
forth therein are addressed as follows. 

Claim Ob jections : 

The objections to the claims have been addressed by implementing the changes suggested 
by the Examiner, which are gratefully acknowledged. 

Drawings: 

FIGS. 6 and 7 have been corrected to include reference numerals 121, 122, and 123, 
which were inadvertently omitted from the corrections previously submitted. 

Abstract : 

The abstract has been amended to conform to U.S. patent practice. The Examiner's 
suggestions regarding the term "means" used therein have been implemented, said term being 
deleted as necessary. Other grammatical changes have been made. 

Re jection under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph 

Claims 1-3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. 

Claim 1 has been amended to more clearly recite functions of the synchronization signals 

at issue in the Office Action. These functions are 1) control of the interference suppression 

means generally, and 2) control of the decision means of the final stage (ED). This is consistent 
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with the written description and drawings. Specifically, with reference to FIG. 8, element 171 (or 

172, or 173), which is described as a synchronization means (specification, page 11, lines 9-10), 

is depicted as providing control signals to the interference suppression means ESIi, ESIi 

(specification, page 11, lines 9-10) and to the decision means 151 (the leftmost arrow emanating 

from box 171 points to box 151, which is identified as the decision means on page 7, line 33 — 

note that FIGS. 7 and 8 share some elements in common, as is commonly practiced, and as is 

clearly noted on page 11, lines 6-7, wherein it is stated that "Fig. 8 corresponds to fig. 7 and the 

same means carry the same references."). 

Claim 1 further specifies, in a manner consistent with the remainder of the claim and the 

written specification and drawings, that "the means for producing the synchronization signals are 

constituted by K means solely placed in the K channels of the final stage (ED)," (FIG. 8 depicts 

the means 171, 172, 172 for producing the synchronization signals within the broken-line box 

labeled ED), and that "the K synchronization signals produced by said K means [control] the K 

decision means of the K channels of the final stage (ED) and the interference estimation means 

of the K channels of the at least one interference suppression stages (ESIj) following appropriate 

time shifts." The K decision means are means 151, 152, 153, described as such for example on 

page 7, line 33 (again it is noted that that FIGS. 7 and 8 share some elements in common, as is 

commonly practiced). The interference estimation means of the K channels of the at least one 

interference suppression stages correspond to boxes 111, 112 and 113, described as such on page 

11, line 17, for example. Time shifts are provided by circuits 181, 182 and 183. These 

relationships are clearly depicted in FIG. 8, showing appropriate arrows emanating from box 171 

and pointing to box 151 in the final stage ED, and further pointing, by way of box 181, to box 

1 1 1 in interference suppression stage box ESIi. Based on the foregoing, it is urged that Claims 
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1-3 are in compliance with the enablement requirements, and withdrawal of 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph rejection is respectfuly requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph 

Claims 1-3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. The changes to Claim 1 and 3 discussed above now more clearly and definitely set 
forth the elements of the claims, and withdrawal of the indefiniteness rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

IV. Conclusion 

Having addressed all outstanding rejections and objections, applicants respectfully urge 
that the application is now in condition for allowance. If a telephone call would expedite this 
process, the Examiner is urged to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



Thelen Reid & Priest LLP 
P.O. Box 640640 
San Jose, CA 95164-0640 
Tel. (408) 292-5800 
Fax. (408) 287-80 



Respectfully submitted, 



THELEN REE) & PRIEST, LLP 



Dated: March 25, 2004 




Khaled Shami 



Reg. No. 38,745 
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Figure 7 




Figure 8 



